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REMARKS / DISCUSSION OF ISSUES 

/. Introductory Remarks 

In response to the Notice of Non-Compliant Amendment dated February 26, 2009, 
Applicants resubmit the response, originally submitted on January 20, 2009, including proper status 
identifiers in the claim listing. No additional substantive remarks have been offered. 

In response to the Office Action dated September 18, 2008 (the "Office Action"), Applicants 
respectfully request reconsideration. All of the issues raised in the Office Action have been carefully 
considered and are addressed herein. The application as presented is believed to be in allowable 
condition. 

Claims 1-6 were previously pending in this application, claims 1 and 5 being independent. 
Claims 3, 4 and 6 have been amended to better define Applicant's contribution to the art, and claim 
7 have added to recite a feature deleted from claim 4. Mo new matter has been introduced; 
support for the claim amendments and the new claim being found in claims 1-6, as originally filed. 

//. Rejection under 35 USC §112 

Claims 3, 4 and 6 are rejected under 35 USC §112, second paragraph. In view of the 
amendments herein, this rejection has been overcome and should be withdrawn. 

///. Rejections under 35 USC §102 

Claims 1 and 3 are rejected under 35 USC §102(b) as being anticipated by US Patent 
6,144,152 to van der Voort ("Voort"). Applicants respectfully traverse these rejections. 

Claim 1 is directed to a low-pressure mercury discharge lamp comprising an envelope with 
an inner surface enclosing a discharge space in which a mercury comprising filling is accommodated, 
at least one electrode for generating ultraviolet radiation in said discharge space, and a phosphor 
layer formed over said inner surface to convert said ultraviolet radiation into light to provide a light 
output of 3600 lumens at an operation life of 100 h of the green wavelength region, wherein said 
phosphor layer consists of a water-dispersable blend of a yellow-green phosphor and a blue-green 
phosphor. 
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Voort discloses a lamp vessel provided with a luminescent screen including a first 
luminescent substance which emits predominantly between 520 nm and 565 nm, a second 
luminescent substance which emits predominantly between 590 nm and 630 nm, and a third 
luminescent substance which emits predominantly in the range between 615 nm and 780 nm. 
(Abstract). Good results have been achieved with the third luminescent substance having its 
emission predominantly in the range between 615 nm and 700 nm (col. 2, lines 49-52). In addition 
to requirements to be met by the luminescent layer in connection with properties relating to the 
color temperature of the light emitted by the lamp and the color rendition, the luminescent layer 
must also comprise substances which, upon excitation by ultraviolet radiation generated in a low- 
pressure mercury discharge, yield a high luminous flux and which maintain this high luminous flux 
during the service life of the lamp. (col. 1, lines 58-65). 

Applicants' invention contemplates a phosphor layer formed to convert ultraviolet light in 
light to promote a light output of at least 3600 lumens of the green wavelength region. By contrast, 
Voort discloses the use of a first luminescent substance which emits predominantly between 520 
nm and 565 nm, a second luminescent substance which emits predominantly between 590 nm and 
630 nm, and a third luminescent substance which emits predominantly in the range between 615 
nm and 780 nm to achieve good results and to achieve a high luminous flux, the luminescent layer 
must also comprise substances which, upon excitation by ultraviolet radiation generated in a low- 
pressure mercury discharge, yield a high luminous flux and which maintain this high luminous flux 
during the service life of the lamp. Applicants' invention does not require the features disclosed by 
Voort to achieve a luminous flux of 3600 lumens. Furthermore, claim 1 has been amended to recite 
"a light output of 3600 lumens at an operation life of 100 h", a feature which is not disclosed in 
Voort. Therefore, claim 1 is not anticipated by Voort. Claim 3 incorporates all the limitations of claim 
1 and is therefore not anticipated by Voort. 
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IV. Rejections under 35 USC §103 

Claims 4 and 6 

Claims 4 and 6 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Voort. 

As to claim 4, the Examiner is stating that Voort fails to exemplify the low pressure mercury 
discharge lamp wherein the weight ratio to yellow-green phosphor to blue-green phosphor is from 
90:10 to 10:90. As to claim 6, the Examiner is stating that Voort fails to exemplify a process with the 
weight ratios of the phosphor in the blend of Applicants' invention. 

Voort teaches away from Applicants' invention by disclosing that good results have been 
achieved with the third luminescent substance having its emission predominantly in the range 
between 615 nm and 700 nm. (col. 2, lines 49-52) and in addition to requirements to be met by the 
luminescent layer in connection with properties relating to the color temperature of the light 
emitted by the lamp and the color rendition, the luminescent layer must also comprise substances 
which, upon excitation by ultraviolet radiation generated in a low-pressure mercury discharge, yield 
a high luminous flux and which maintain this high luminous flux during the service life of the lamp, 
(col. 1, lines 58-65). Therefore, a person skilled in the art would not look to Voort to solve the 
problem of Applicants' invention. Therefore, claim 4 and claim 6 are not rendered obvious by Voort. 

Claim 2 

Claim 2 is rejected under 35 USC §103 as being unpatentable over Voort in view of US Patent 
No. 5,612,590 to Trushell et al ("Trushell). Claim 2 has been canceled rendering this rejection moot. 
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Claim 5 

Claim 5 is rejected under 35 USC 103 as being unpatentable over Voort in view of US Patent 
No. 6,489,716 to Tews et al ("Tews"). 

Claim 5 discloses a process for the preparation of a low-pressure mercury discharge lamp 
having green emission, comprising the application of a green-emitting phosphor layer on the inner 
surface of the envelope enclosing the discharge space of the lamp, wherein an aqueous suspension 
of a blend of a yellow-green phosphor and a blue-green phosphor is deposited on the inner surface, 
followed by drying to obtain a coating of a green phosphor layer on said inner surface. 

As stated by the Examiner, Voort fails to disclose the process of claim 5. Tews discloses that 
application of a phosphor layer to the inner wall of the lamp bulb is generally effected by the 
phosphor or the phosphor mixture being dispersed in a viscous medium, which comprises an 
organic binder such as e.g. hydroxyethyl cellulose or polyox and a solvent. The phosphor suspension 
is distributed on the glass bulb to produce a uniform film which is dried, while heat is supplied and 
air is introduced, by evaporation of the solvent, generally water. The organic constituents of the 
binder are removed in a burn-out process by brief heating of the phosphor-coated glass bulb with 
the introduction of air or oxygen to at most 660.degree. (col. 6, lines 26-38). 

By contrast with Tews, the process of Applicants' invention requires the deposition of an 
aqueous suspension of a phosphor blend while the process disclosed by Tews involves to utilization 
of a phosphor suspension with an organic binder and a solvent. Therefore, a person skilled in the 
art would not look to Tews to remedy the deficiencies of Voort and claim 5 is not rendered obvious 
by Voort in view of Tews. 
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CONCLUSION 



In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, this application should now be in 
condition for allowance. A notice to this effect is respectfully requested. If the Examiner believes, 
after this amendment, that the application is not in condition for allowance, the Examiner is 
requested to call the Applicants' representative at the telephone number indicated below to discuss 
any outstanding issues relating to the allowability of the application. If this response is not 
considered timely filed and if a request for an extension of time is otherwise absent, Applicants 
hereby request any necessary extension of time. If there is a fee occasioned by this response, 
including an extension fee, please charge any deficiency to Deposit Account No. 14/1270. 

Dated: 24-MARCH-2009 Respectfully submitted, 




Mark L. Beloborodov, Esq. 
Reg. No. 50,773 
(781) 418-9363 
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PHILIPS INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY & STANDARDS 

P.O. Box 3001 

Briarcliff Manor, NY 10510 



